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Rushenberg, Tim

From: Shaw Friedman [sfriedman.associates@verizon.net]

Sent: Wednesday, February 20, 2008 4:04 PM
To: Rushenberg, Tim ’

Cc: Musgrave, Cheryl

Subject: Fw: Formal Complaint

Attachments: Final Formal Complaint against Ms. Lorraine Harmon.pdf
Tim,

Here is a courtesy copy of a formal ethics complaint we filed electronically today with the Indiana Ethics
Commission against former DLGF staff person Lorraine Harmon.

As always, should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.
Thank-you.

Shaw Friedman

FRIEDMAN & ASSOCIATES P.C.

705 Lincolnway

LaPorte, IN 46350

Phone: 219/326-1264

Fax: 219/326-6228

e-mail: sfriedman.associates@verizon.net

2/20/2008 27



Friedman
& Associates:.

LAW OFFICES

705 Lincolnway
LaPorte, IN 46350

Telephone
(219) 326-1264
FAX

(219) 326-6228

SHAW R. FRIEDMAN

CARLA J. MORGAN

KAREN A. BURDEN

MELISSA E. NASH
PARALEGALS

February 20, 2008

Indiana Ethics Commission
150 W. Market St_, Suite 414
Indianapolis, IN 46204

Re: Formal Complaint against Ms. Lorraine Harmon
Dear Commission members,

As LaPorte County Attorney, I am submitting this formal Complaint on behalf of
LaPorte County Assessor Carol McDaniel, regarding the post-employment activities
of Ms. Lorraine Harmon, who was employed as Assistant Director of the
Assessment Division, Department of Local Government Finance (DLGF), from
approximately April, 2003 through August, 2007. This Complaint alleges that Ms.
Harmon violated Indiana Code Section 4-2-6-11 and 42 IAC 1-5-14 by participating
in the review and agency approval of LaPorte County’s tax year 2006 ratio study
while employed by the DLGF and then, following her employment with the State,
assisting a disgruntled LaPorte County taxpayer in his repeated challenges to the
very same LaPorte County ratio study.

Furthermore, this taxpayer contracted with a firm recommended by Ms. Harmon
during her employment with the DLGF in order to challenge the County’s 2006

ratio study. Ms. Harmon is now working with this taxpayer and has either a
business relationship with him or is, at the very least, reviewing the work product of
the firm she recommended to the taxpayer.

During Ms. Harmon’s employment with the DLGF, her responsibilities included
reviewing and approving (subject to the approval of her superiors) sales ratio studies
provided to the DLGF by each Indiana county. (Generally speaking, sales ratio
studies measure the accuracy and uniformity of local property tax assessments.)
While at the DLGF, Ms. Harmon was involved in the review of the ratio study
provided to the DLGF by LaPorte County for tax year 2006, which was approved
by the agency. This study was conducted by Nexus Group (Nexus), an Indiana
property tax consulting firm, representing approximately twenty (20) Indiana
counties (approximately 40% of all real estate parcels located in Indiana). The
methodology used by Nexus for the LaPorte County study was identical to that used
for every other study performed for Nexus clients, at least some of which were
reviewed and approved by Ms. Harmon.

During Ms. Harmon’s employment with the DLGF, she was contacted by William



Wendt, a disgruntled LaPorte County taxpayer. Mr. Wendt contracted with Robert
Denne of the out-of-state firm - Almy, Gloudemans, Jacobs & Denne - to challenge
the County’s 2006 ratio study. Indeed, the A/my firm was recommended to Mr.
Wendt by Ms. Harmon.

Following her employment with the DLGF, Ms. Harmon assisted and continues to
assist Mr. Wendt in his challenge to the 2006 LaPorte County ratio study. In
addition, her work for Mr. Wendt requires some business relationship with him or at
minimum, a review of the work product of Mr. Denne.

It is our belief that the post-employment activities of Ms. Harmon violate Indiana
Code Section 4-2-6-11, which prohibits a former state employee from representing
or assisting a person in a particular matter with which the person substantially '
participated in during employment with the state. On behalf of LaPorte County
Assessor Carol McDaniel, the undersigned respectfully urges the Indiana Ethics
Commission to review these post-employment activities of Ms. Harmon and to
recommend any sanctions or remedies as are determined just and appropriate.

A copy of Ms. Harmon’s deposition, taken in the matter of Keith Sandin v.
Michigan Township Assessor et al, (Cause No. 46-021-0501-5-00002 pending
before the Indiana Board of Tax Review) provides documentation for many of the
claims listed above and will be supplied upon request.

Please do not hesitate to direct any inquiries to the attention of the undersigned.

Very truly yours,

DMAN & ASSOCIATES P.C.

yf Shaw R. Friedman
Attorney at Law

SRF/lk
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Rushenberg, Tim

From: Clerkin, John

Sent: Monday, February 25, 2008 8:24 AM

To: Rushenberg, Tim

Subject: FW: LaPorte County - Pay 2007 Auditor Data Compliance Summary

Attachments: LaPorteAuditorPay07 022508.pdf

The LaPorte 2006-Pay-2007 TAXDATA is now compliant!

From: Clerkin, John On Behalf Of DLGF Data

Sent: Monday, February 25, 2008 8:23 AM

To: Shuter, Teresa

Cc: cimcdaniel@laportecounty.org; Waddell, Julie; Elliott, Sharon; McKinney, Steve; Ott, Kurt; DLGF Data
Subject: LaPorte County - Pay 2007 Auditor Data Compliance Summary

To: Teresa Shuter, LaPorte County Auditor

The Department of Local Government Finance and the Legislative Services Agency have reviewed your
2006 Pay 2007 auditor data. A summary of our findings is attached. Only data that have been reviewed
will be included in the attached summary.

Both the County Assessor and County Auditor are being included in this transmission to help facilitate
your continued efforts in working together towards compliance. If you have any questions regarding
these findings, please email the Data Analysis Division at data@dlgf.in.gov.

Thanks,

John D. Clerkin, Tax Analyst
Data Analysis, Dept of Local Government Finance

5/23/2008
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Rushenber& Tim

From: Shaw Friedman [sfriedman.associates@verizon.net]
Sent: Monday, February 25, 2008 10:11 PM

To: Rushenberg, Tim

Subject: Re: 2006 pay 2007 LaPorte Co. assessments

thank you...let me put some thoughts together on this and get them to you tomorrow.

Shaw

----- Original Message -----

From: "Rushenberg, Tim" <trushenberg@dlgf.in.gov>
To: <sfriedman.associates@verizon.net>

Sent: Monday, February 25, 2008 5:11 PM

Subject: Re: 2006 pay 2007 LaPorte Co. assessments

> We thought we'd do the joint meeting as the hearing. It's not required,
but thought it'd be good to receive all input. We did public hearings
(granted under different circumstances) in 21 counties and found it was a
valuable forum. We'd keep it limited to the data analysis and not involve
collateral matters (I.e.PTABOA, etc...). We feel it is important to keep

the people of LP informed and keep the process open to public scrutiny. If
you have strong objections to a public hearing, we'll consider it. Nothing
has been finalized.

> mmemn Original Message -----

> From: Shaw Friedman <sfriedman.associates@verizon.net>

> To: Rushenberg, Tim

> Sent: Mon Feb 25 17:39:26 2008

> Subject: Re: 2006 pay 2007 LaPorte Co. assessments

S .

> Tim,

>

> Why is a public hearing required? I don't believe such a hearing was
necessary before your agency approved the 2006 pay 2007 ratio study in
February. It wasn't required when your agency chose not to order a new
reassessment (like you did for 20 other counties) in September 2007? How
does the October Wendt reassessment petition now rise to the level of the
agency "credentialing” it with a public hearing?

> _

> I would have to check on availability for both Ms. McDaniel as well as
representatives of Nexus Group.

>

> Furthermore, I thought there was to be a joint meeting to discuss any
findings prior to any further action by the agency?

>
> Shaw

>

> e Original Message -----

’5\



> From: Rushenberg, Tim <mailto:trushenberg@dlgf.in.gov>

>To: Shaw Friedman <mailto:sfriedman.associates@verizon.net>

> Sent: Monday, February 25, 2008 4:35 PM

> Subject: RE: 2006 pay 2007 LaPorte Co. assessments

>

>

> Shaw,

>

> We think we'll have our analysis done next week on all of the data. We
want to hold a public hearing in LaPorte on Thursday evening, March 6.
Before I send out a letter with details and ground rules on the public
hearing, I need to know if Ms. McDaniel will be available. We referenced
getting both sides together to discuss the relevant evidence in our December
21 letter.

>

> Very Respectfully,

>

> Timothy J. Rushenberg

> General Counsel

> Indiana Department of Local Government Finance

>

> Confidentiality Notice: The material in this e-mail transmission
(including all attachments) is private and confidential and is the property
of the sender. The information contained in the material is privileged and
is intended only for the use of the named addressee(s). If you are not the
intended addressee, be advised that any unauthorized disclosure, copying,
distribution or the taking of any action in reliance on the contents of this
material is strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error,
please immediately notify the sender by telephone or e-mail, and then delete
the message received in error immediately.

>

> Circular 230 Disclosure: Any advice contained in this e-mail (including
any attachments) unless expressly stated otherwise, is not intended or

- written to be used or relied upon, and may not be used or relied upon, for
purposes of avoiding tax penalties that may be imposed on any taxpayer by
any governmental authority.

VVVYVYV

>
> From: Shaw Friedman [mailto:sfriedman.associates@verizon.net]
> Sent: Monday, February 25, 2008 5:06 PM

> To: Rushenberg, Tim

> Subject: Re: 2006 pay 2007 LaPorte Co. assessments

>

>

> thank you.
>



> From: Rushenberg, Tim <mailto:trushenberg@dlgf.in.gov>

> To: Shaw Friedman <mailto:sfriedman.associates@verizon.net>

> Sent: Monday, February 25, 2008 1:03 PM

> Subject: RE: 2006 pay 2007 LaPorte Co. assessments

>

>

> Shaw,

>

> Per your request below, since the day the additional Denne data was
provided to you was Thursday, February 21, you have ten (10) days from
February 21 to reply to it. As a result, the deadline for your response to
is due to the Department by on or about Monday, March 3.

>

> Thanks.

>

> Timothy J. Rushenberg

> General Counsel _

> Indiana Department of Local Government Finance

>

> Confidentiality Notice: The material in this e-mail transmission
(including all attachments) is private and confidential and is the property
of the sender. The information contained in the material is privileged and
is intended only for the use of the named addressee(s). If you are not the
intended addressee, be advised that any unauthorized disclosure, copying,
distribution or the taking of any action in reliance on the contents of this
material is strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error,
please immediately notify the sender by telephone or e-mail, and then delete
the message received in error immediately.

>

> Circular 230 Disclosure: Any advice contained in this e-mail (including
any attachments) unless expressly stated otherwise, is not intended or
written to be used or relied upon, and may not be used or relied upon, for
purposes of avoiding tax penalties that may be imposed on any taxpayer by
any governmental authority.

VV VYV

>
> From: Shaw Friedman [mailto:sfriedman.associates@verizon.net]

> Sent: Monday, February 04, 2008 11:19 AM

> To: Rushenberg, Tim

> Subject: Re: 2006 pay 2007 LaPorte Co. assessments

>

>

> thank you. Then, I may need an extension on the ten (10) days you granted
me to provide a reply since I was working on the premise that the narrative
that I was provided by Mr. Atherton constituted the sum and substance of
their submission.

>

> I'will await the data you've indicated the department is supplying and

3



would ask ten (10) days from the date it is provided to me.
>

> Thanks, Shaw

> emmen Original Message -----

> From: Rushenberg, Tim <mailto:trushenberg@dlgf.in.gov>

> To: Shaw Friedman <mailto:sfriedman.associates@verizon.net>

> Sent: Monday, February 04, 2008 10:10 AM

> Subject: RE: 2006 pay 2007 LaPorte Co. assessments

>

> January 24th. We received the data.

>

>

> Timothy J. Rushenberg

> General Counsel

> Indiana Department of Local Government Finance

>

> Confidentiality Notice: The material in this e-mail transmission
(including all attachments) is private and confidential and is the property
of the sender. The information contained in the material is privileged and
is intended only for the use of the named addressee(s). If you are not the
intended addressee, be advised that any unauthorized disclosure, copying,
distribution or the taking of any action in reliance on the contents of this
material is strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error,
please immediately notify the sender by telephone or e-mail, and then delete
the message received in error immediately.

>

> Circular 230 Disclosure: Any advice contained in this e-mail (including
any attachments) unless expressly stated otherwise, is not intended or
written to be used or relied upon, and may not be used or relied upon, for
purposes of avoiding tax penalties that may be imposed on any taxpayer by
any governmental authority.

V V. VYV

>
> From: Shaw Friedman [mailto:sfriedman.associates@verizon.net]

> Sent: Monday, February 04, 2008 11:00 AM

> To: Rushenberg, Tim

> Subject: 2006 pay 2007 LaPorte Co. assessments

S .

>

> Tim,

>

> When did the agency receive Denne's data? The January 25, 2008 letter of
Mr. Atherton to me providing a copy of their January 24, 2008 submission to
the agency did not contain any data with it.

>

> Shaw



>
> ceeme Original Message -----

> From: Rushenberg, Tim <mailto:trushenberg@dlgf.in.gov>

> To: Shaw Friedman <mailto:sfriedman.associates@verizon.net>

> Sent: Monday, February 04, 2008 7:19 AM

> Subject: RE: Press release from County Assessor Carol McDaniel

>

> Shaw,

>

> Brenda Summers, Public Information Officer, forwarded your voice mail to
me this morning. Yes, we did receive data from Mr. Denne. We are compiling
and organizing it for you.

>

> Very Respectfully,

>

> Timothy J. Rushenberg

> General Counsel

> Indiana Department of Local Government Finance

>

> Confidentiality Notice: The material in this e-mail transmission
(including all attachments) is private and confidential and is the property

of the sender. The information contained in the material is privileged and

is intended only for the use of the named addressee(s). If you are not the
intended addressee, be advised that any unauthorized disclosure, copying,
distribution or the taking of any action in reliance on the contents of this
material is strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error,
please immediately notify the sender by telephone or e-mail, and then delete
the message received in error immediately.

>

> Circular 230 Disclosure: Any advice contained in this e-mail (including
any attachments) unless expressly stated otherwise, is not intended or
written to be used or relied upon, and may not be used or relied upon, for
purposes of avoiding tax penalties that may be imposed on any taxpayer by

any governmental authority.
>

V V.V YV
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Rushenberg, Tim

From: Atherton, Thomas [TAtherton@boselaw.com]
Sent:  Tuesday, February 26, 2008 3:17 PM

To: Rushenberg, Tim

Subject: RE: LaPorte County

Mr. Denne will be available on 3/6.
I have no objections to a public meeting in LaPorte, as long as people don't throw things.

Seriously, I would like to have some indication of how much, if any, participation from the general public will be
allowed. No doubt there are a lot of unhappy folks up there who would like to have a say, but they probably will
bring heat, not light to the problem. They are also likely to consume a lot of time, but | understand if public input
is needed. Just let me know generally how long I have to make my case and | will fit my remarks to the
timeframe.

If you prefer to have it in your offices, I'm ok with that as well.
Tom

PS Given the way things have been going in LaPorte, you may want to consider having the "bout" in Madison
Square Garden.

From: Rushenberg, Tim [mailto:trushenberg@digf.in.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, February 26, 2008 3:06 PM

To: Atherton, Thomas

Subject: LaPorte County

Tom,

We're still discussing the potential March 6 meeting. Ineed to hear back from the county to see if
McDaniel and Nexus will be available. Will Mr. Denne be ready if we hold the meeting on March 62

Also, do you have any objections to the meeting being in LaPorte and open to the public? Since we
haven't finalized the plans for this potential hearing, if you believe the meeting should be kept at the
DLGF between the interested parties and not at a public hearing in LaPorte County, please let us know
and we'll consider any objections you may have.

Very Respectfully, |

Timothy J. Rushenberg

General Counsel :
Indiana Department of Local Government Finance
Indiana Government Center North

100 North Senate Avenue N1058(B)

Indianapolis, IN 46204
"Phone: (317) 232-3777
. Fax: (317) 232-8779

Confidentiality Notice: The material in this e-mail transmission (including all attachments) is private and confidential and is

2/26/2008 ' ' } )



Page 2 of 2

the property of the sender. The information contained in the material is privileged and is intended only for the use of the
named addressee(s). If you are not the intended addressee, be advised that any unauthorized disclosure, copying, distribution
or the taking of any action in reliance on the contents of this material is strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in
error, please immediately notify the sender by telephone or e-mail, and then delete the message received in error
immediately.

Circular 230 Disclosure: Any advice contained in this e-mail (including any attachments) unless expressly stated otherwise,
is not intended or written to be used or relied upon, and may not be used or relied upon, for purposes of avoiding tax
penalties that may be imposed on any taxpayer by any governmental authority.

IRS CIRCULAR 230 DISCLOSURE: In compliance with U.S. Treasury Regulations, we inform you that, unless otherwise
expressly stated, any federal tax advice contained in this communication (including any attachments) is not intended or written
to be used, and it cannot be used, by anyone for the purpose of (i) avoiding federal tax penalties that may be imposed by the
Internal Revenue Service or (i) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or tax-related matter
addressed herein. :

This message is from the law firm Bose McKinney & Evans LLP. This message and any attachments may
contain legally privileged or confidential information, and are intended only for the individual or entity identified
above as the addressee. If you are not the addressee, or if this message has been addressed to you in error, you
are not authorized to read, copy, or distribute this message and any attachments, and we ask that you please
delete this message and attachments (including all copies) and notify the sender by return e-mail or by phone at
317-684-5000. Delivery of this message and any attachments to any person other than the intended recipient(s) is
not intended in any way to waive confidentiality or a privilege. All personal messages express views only of the
sender, which are not to be attributed to Bose McKinney & Evans LLP, and may not be copied or distributed
without this statement.

2/26/2008



BOSE Thomas M. Atherton

2700 First Indiana Plaza

M K]NNEY 185 North Pennsylvania Street
c Indianapolis, IN 46204
Direct Dial: (317) 684-5348

& E\ZANS HP Fax: (317) 223-0348
E-Mail: TAtherton@boselaw.com

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

February 27, 2008

Mr. Timothy Rushenberg

General Counsel

Department of Local Government Finance
Indiana Government Center North

100 North Senate Avenue, Room N1058
Indianapolis, IN 46204

Re:  LaPorte County Ratio Studies

In my January 24, 2008 letter to you, I offered a commentary on the sales ratio study
submitted by LaPorte County. In Part II of that commentary, I discussed LaPorte County’s
practice of sales chasing. Section 15 of the IAAO Standard on Ratio Studies describes sales
chasing as follows:

Sales chasing is the practice of using the sale of a property to trigger a
reappraisal of that property at or near the selling price. Sales chasing
causes invalid uniformity results in a sales ratio study and causes invalid
appraisal level results unless similar unsold parcels are reappraised by a
method that produces an appraisal level for unsold properties equal to the
appraisal level of sold properties.

My January 24 commentary included an analysis prepared by Mr. Denne showing that
there is a greater than 99.9% level of confidence that sales chasing has occurred in LaPorte
County. While the data and analysis demonstrated that the County undoubtedly did chase sales,
the analysis did not describe the methods LaPorte used to treat sold properties differently from
unsold properties, which, in turn, invalidated the County’s ratio study. This letter provides that
additional analysis, and highlights the methods LaPorte County used to treat sold properties
differently from unsold properties.

Initially, I should point out that the IAAO Standard, which is incorporated by 50 IAC 21-
3-1, prohibits the practice of treating sold properties differently from unsold properties. The
exact method used to treat them differently doesn’t matter; so whether the properties are treated
differently by changing age, grade, condition or just the bottom line assessed value, each type of
change is equally impermissible. Nonetheless, it seemed that an examination of the methods

I35



Mr. Timothy Rushenberg
March 10, 2008
Page 2

Nexus used might be of interest to the Department and so Mr. Denne has reviewed the data
submitted by LaPorte County to see if statistically significant patterns exist. As will be detailed
below, they do.

Specifically, Mr. Denne reviewed five subjective characteristics: grade, condition,
effective date of construction, physical depreciation and obsolescence depreciation. He then
examined the LaPorte sales and assessment data to see whether sold and unsold properties were
treated the same in relation to these five characteristics. The results of his analysis are attached
as Exhibit 1.

A brief explanation of Exhibit 1 may assist the reader. The first and most meaningful
Table is Table 2A. Table 2A examines all of the five named subjective factors together. The
Tables that follow examine each factor on its own: Table 2B examines grade, Table 2C examines
condition, etc.'

The overall pattern of the various tables is exemplified by Table 2A. The right half of
Table 2A compares changes in sold properties with changes in unsold properties on a simple
percentage basis. For example, looking at line number 1, in Cass Township, 8.3% of unsold
properties received assessment changes in one or more of the five subjective categories, while
12.3% of the sold properties received assessment changes in one or more of the five subjective
categories. The results of the chi square p-test are shown on the left hand side of the page.”
Again, looking at line 1, the chi square result is .159, meaning there is a 15.9% likelihood that
the differences are caused by chance.

By way of comparison, line 2 shows that, in Center Township, one can be more than
99.9%" certain that the differences in treatment between sold and unsold properties were not
caused by chance. The converse is equally true and more readily understandable: in Center
Township, there is less than a 0.1% likelihood that the differences between sold and unsold
properties are caused by chance. As one examines the individual townships, the column with the
asterisks shows that in 14 of the 21 townships there is less than a 0.1% chance that the
differences between sold and unsold properties is a product of chance.

" Though Table 2E includes “neighborhood quality” as a subjective factor studied, ultimately neighborhood quality
was not included in the test since it is not parcel-specific. Table 2G analyses a change made on the basis of
obsolescence depreciation, and is included for purposes of completeness, but is of limited usefulness due to the
relatively low overall incidence of changes to this characteristic.

? The “Chi-Square P-test” examines the likelihood that differences between observed occurrences are the result of
“chance.” The lower the result of the chi square test, the less likely it is that the differences are caused by chance.

* While the text next to the double asterisk indicates that the confidence level is 99% “or higher,” the actual chi

square value is shown as .000, meaning that there is less than a 0.1% likelihood that the differences were caused by
chance.

Indianapolis Carmel Chesterton West Lafayette Raleigh, NC Washington, DC
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What do the statistics tell us about the treatment of sold and unsold properties on a
county-wide basis? The top line of the data labeled “County Overall” reveals the answer. The
right side of the “County Overall” line shows that 15.4% of the unsold properties in the county-
wide sample received an assessment change in one or more of the five subjective factors, while
almost twice as many of the of the sold properties (29.3%) had one or more of those five factors
changed. The chi square test reveals that the likelihood that these differences were the product
of chance is less than 0.1%. In other words, we can say to a 99.9% certainty that the differences
between the sold and unsold properties were the product of impermissible assessment action:
sales chasing. :

Mr. Denne’s analysis confirms the analysis submitted with my January 24 letter. The
LaPorte County sales assessment ratio studies are flawed and the assessments in the county are
neither uniform nor equal. Finally, we note that the Department has ordered reassessment in a
number of counties in Indiana on the basis of information that is equal to or less compelling than
the information provided in Mr. Denne’s analyses. Based on the detailed evidence that the
LaPorte County’s ratio studies are flawed and based on the additional evidence of sales chasing
provided here, the Department should order a reassessment.

Very truly yours,

Thomas M. Atherton

TMA:
Enclosure

CC Shaw Friedman via email

Indianapolis Carmel Chesterton West Lafayette Raleigh, NC Washington, DC



County

Note:

Table 2A

Changes to 5 Subjective Variables Between Pay 2006 and Pay 2007 for Existing Improved Parcels
By Whether or Not the Property Sold Since 1/1/2004

And the Likelihood that Different Propensities To Change Arose By Chance Alone

Chi-Square p-value:
likelihood of same

treatment
OVERALL 0.000 **
1 Cass Twp 0.159
2 Center Twp 0.000 **
3 Clinton Twp 0.000 **
4 Coolspring Twp 0.000 ** &
5 Dewey Twp 0.018 *
6 Galena Twp 0.000 ** &
7 Hanna Twp 0.000 **
8 Hudson Twp 0.000 **
9 Johnson Twp 0.061
10 Kankakee Twp 0.000 **
11 Lincoln Twp 0.39%
12 Michigan Twp 0.000 ** &
13 New Durham Twp 0.057
14 Noble Twp 0.000 **
15 Pleasant Twp 0.000 ** =
16 Prairie Twp 0.060 =
17 Scipio Twp 0.000 ** %
18 Springfield Twp 0.000 ** L
19 Union Twp 0.000 **
20 Washington Twp 0.055
21 Wills Twp 0.000 **

* Significant at 95% confidence level

** Significant at 99% confidence level, or higher
The subjective variables included in the test were:

. Grade

. Condition

. Effective Age

. Physical Depreciation

. Obsolescence Depreciation

o O 0 T o

Pct of Existing
Unsold Parcels
with Changes

154

8.3
14.3
104

7.5
45.7

19

2.9

4.3

3.1

8.8
54.7
28.3

5.1

2.7

5.4

11

2.9

4.0

19

9.3

1.2

Pct of Existing
Sold Parcels
with Changes

29.3

12.3
28.9
25.3
25.9
59.3
13.8
17.6
17.4
14.3
20.0
58.0
41.5

8.4
11.0
15.8
10.0
l6.1
164
12.0
16.5

9.6

-- Neighborhood quality was not included in the test since it is not parcel-specific.

Increased
Likelihood of
Change If Sold

90%

48%
102%
143%
245%

30%
626%
507%
305%
361%
127%

6%

47%

65%
307%
193%
809%
455%
310%
532%

77%
700%



County

Note:

Table 2B
Changes to Grade Between Pay 2006 and Pay 2007 for Existing Improved Parcels
By Whether or Not the Property Sold Since 1/1/2004
And the Likelihood that Different Propensities To Change Arose By Chance Alone

Pct of Existing

Chi-Square p-value: Pct of Existing
- likelihood of same Unsold Parcels Sold Parcels with
treatment with Changes Changes
OVERALL 0.000 ** 7.6 18.1
1 Cass Twp 0.014 * 0.7 33
2 Center Twp 0.000 ** 6.7 17.8
3 Clinton Twp 0.000 ** 4.8 19.0
4 Coolspring Twp 0.000 ** &g 14 15.0
5 Dewey Twp 0.250 39.6 42.6
6 Galena Twp 0.000 ** 0.9 8.5
7 Hanna Twp 0.000 ** 0.0 11.8
8 Hudson Twp 0.000 ** : 0.9 8.4
9 Johnson Twp 0.110 1.0 7.1
10 Kankakee Twp 0.000 ** 1.8 16.4
11 tincoln Twp 0.681 44.1 425
12 Michigan Twp 0.000 ** 14.4 25.4
13 New Durham Twp 0.000 ** 0.6 4.9
14 Noble Twp 0.000 ** 0.5 7.7
15 Pleasant Twp 0.000 ** 11 5.0
16 Prairie Twp 0.735 1.1 0.0
17 Scipio Twp 0.000 ** 11 7.6
18 Springfield Twp 0.000 ** 0.8 124
19 Union Twp 0.000 ** 0.3 7.2
20 Washington Twp 0.000 ** 1.3 11.4
21 Wills Twp 0.000 ** 0.3 7.0

* Significant at 95% confidence level

** Significant at 99% confidence level, or higher

Increased
Likelihood of
Change If Sold

138%

371%
166%
296%
971%
8%
844%
N.M.
833%
610%
811%
-4%
76%
717%
1440%
355%
-100%
591%
1450%
2300%
777%
2233%



Table 2C
Changes to Condition Code Between Pay 2006 and Pay 2007 for Existing Improved Parcels
By Whether or Not the Property Sold Since 1/1/2004
And the Likelihood that Different Propensities To Change Arose By Chance Alone

Chi-Square p-value: Pct of Existing  Pct of Existing Increased
likelihood of same Unsold Parcels Sold Parcels  Likelihood of
treatment " with Changes  with Changes Change If Sold
County OVERALL 0.000 ** % 4.3 9.7 126%
1 CassTwp 0.000 ** 0.4 4.9 1125%
2 Center Twp 0.000 ** 2.6 6.7 158%
- 3 Clinton Twp 0.011 * 6.0 13.9 132%
4 Coolspring Twp 0.000 ** & 0.9 7.3 711%
5 Dewey Twp 0701 & 9.7 11.0 13%
6 Galena Twp 0.000 ** 0.8 7.7 863%
7 HannaTwp 0.000 ** 0.0 118 N.M.
8 Hudson Twp 0.000 ** 0.8 7.8 875%
9 Johnson Twp N.A. c.0 0.0 N.M.
10 Kankakee Twp 0.000 ** 0.9 6.4 611%
11 Lincoln Twp 0.357 21.8 24.9 14%
12 Michigan Twp 0.000 ** 9.6 14.9 55%
13 New Durham Twp 0.000 ** 0.7 34 386%
14 Noble Twp 0.000 ** 0.3 6.6 2100%
15 Pleasant Twp 0.000 ** 1.0 9.9 890%
16 Prairie Twp 0.735 1.1 0.0 -100%
17 Scipio Twp 0.000 ** 0.4 5.9 1375%
18 Springfield Twp 0.000 ** 1.1 9.1 727%
19 Union Twp 0.000 ** 0.0 3.0 N.M.
20 Washington Twp 0.000 ** 0.8 11.4 1325%
21 Wills Twp 0.188 0.2 0.9 350%
Note: * Significant at 95% confidence level

** Significant at 99% confidence level, or higher




County

Note:

Table 2D
Changes to Effective Construction Year Between Pay 2006 and Pay 2007 for Existing Improved Parcels
By Whether or Not the Property Sold Since 1/1/2004
And the Likelihood that Different Propensities To Change Arose By Chance Alone

Chi-Square p-value: Pct of Existing  Pct of Existing Increased

likelihood of same Unsold Parcels Sold Parcels Likelihood of

treatment with Changes  with Changes  Change If Sold

OVERALL 0.000 * 2.9 113 290%

1 Cass Twp 0.000 * 0.7 7.4 957%

2 Center Twp 0.000 ** & 4.5 13.7 204%

3 Clinton Twp 0.000 ** §§ 1.0 7.6 660%

4 Coolspring Twp 0.000 ** ; 1.0 13.8 1280%

5 Dewey Twp 0.001* £ 23.2 39.6 71%

6 Galena Twp 0.000 ** & 0.7 9.2 1214%

7 Hanna Twp X 0.000 ** & 0.0 4.4 N.M

8 Hudson Twp 2.7 7.8 189%

9 Johnson Twp 0.0 143 N.M

10 Kankakee Twp 0.9 4.8 433%
11 Lincoln Twp 6.2 14.0 126%
12 Michigan Twp 4.2 107 155%
13 New Durham Twp 0.2 1.5 650%
14 Noble Twp 0.0 8.8 N.M
15 Pleasant Twp 0.8 12.4 1450%
16 Prairie Twp 0.003 ** 0.0 10.0 N.M
17 Scipio Twp 0.000 ** 0.5 8.5 1600%
18 Springfield Twp 0.6 95 1483%
19 Union Twp 0.0 7.2 N.M
20 Washington Twp 0.6 8.9 1383%
21 Wills Twp 0.0 35 N.M

* Significant at 95% confidence level
** Significant at 99% confidence level, or higher



County

Note:

Table 2E
Changes to Neighborhood Quality Code Between Pay 2006 and Pay 2007 for Existing Improved Parcels
By Whether or Not the Property Soid Since 1/1/2004
And the Likelihood that Different Propensities To Change:Arose By Chance Alone

Chi-Square p-value: Pct of Existing  Pct of Existing Increased
likelihood of same Unsold Parcels Sold Parcels with Likelihood of
treatment N with Changes Changes  Change If Sold
OVERALL 0.010 ** & 7.9 8.8 11%
1 Cass Twp N.A. 0.0 0.0 N..M.
2 Center Twp 0.023 * 0.3 0.7 133%
3 Clinton Twp 0.019 * 4.0 10.1 153%
4 Coolspring Twp 0.858 11 1.2 9%
5 Dewey Twp N.A. 0.0 0.0 N..M.
6 Galena Twp N.A. 0.0 0.0 N..M.
7 Hanna Twp 0.675 03 - 0.0 -100%
8 Hudson Twp N.A. 0.0 0.0 N..M.
9 Johnson Twp 0.701 1.0 0.0 -100%
10 Kankakee Twp 0.106 20.2 24.7 22%
11 Lincoln Twp 0.663 19.2 17.8 -7%
12 Michigan Twp 0.274 23.1 242 5%
13 New Durham Twp N.A. 0.0 0.0 N..M.
14 Noble Twp N.A. 0.0 0.0 N..M.
15 Pleasant Twp N.A. 0.0 0.0 N..M.
16 Prairie Twp N.A. 0.0 0.0 N..M.
17 Scipio Twp N.A. 0.0 0.0 N..M.
18 Springfield Twp N.A. 0.0 0.0 N..M.
19 Union Twp N.A. 0.0 0.0 N..M.
20 Washington Twp N.A. 0.0 0.0 N..M.
21 Wills Twp 0.000 ** 0.5 4.4 780%
* Significant at 95% confidence level

** Significant at 99% confidence level, or higher




Table 2F
Changes to Physical Depreciation Between Pay 2006 and Pay 2007 for Existing Improved Parcels
By Whether or Not the Property Sold Since 1/1/2004
And the Likelihood that Different Propensities To Change Arose By Chance Alone

Chi-Square p-value: Pct of Existing Pct of Existing Increased
likelihood of same Unsold Parcels  Sold Parcels Likelihood of
treatment with Changes with Changes Change If Sold
County  OVERALL 0.000 ** 12.0 22.1 84%
1 Cass Twp 0.237 8.2 115 40%
2 Center Twp 0.000 ** 104 20.5 97%
3 Clinton Twp 0.003 ** 9.0 20.3 126%
4 Coolspring Twp 0.000 ** 7.2 23.8 231%
S Dewey Twp 0.002 ** 324 49.5 53%
6 Galena Twp 0.000 ** 17 12.3 624%
7 HannaTwp 0.000 ** 2.9 16.2 459%
8 Hudson Twp 0.000 ** 4.0 14.4 260%
9 Johnson Twp 0.023 * 2.1 14.3 581%
10 Kankakee Twp 0.092 8.0 11.2 40%
11 Lincoln Twp 0.106 313 37.3 19%
12 Michigan Twp 0.000 ** 22.6 30.8 36%
13 New Durham Twp 0.679 4.7 5.4 15%
14 Noble Twp 0.000 ** 2.0 9.9 395%
15 Pleasant Twp 0.000 ** 4.9 15.8 222%
16 Prairie Twp 0.060 1.1 10.0 809%
17 Scipio Twp 0.000 ** 2.1 13.6 548%
18 Springfield Twp 0.000 ** 3.7 13.8 273%
19 Union Twp 0.000 ** 1.7 10.8 535%
20 Washington Twp 0.587 8.3 10.1 22%
21 Wills Twp 0.001 ** 0.7 43 514%
Note: * Significant at 95% confidence level

- ** Significant at 99% confidence level, or higher




County

Note:

Table 2G

Changes to Obsolescence Depreciation Between Pay 2006 and Pay 2007 for Existing Improved Parcels

By Whether or Not the Property Sold Since 1/1/2004
And the Likelihood that Different Propensities To Change Arose By Chance Alone

Chi-Square p-value: Pct of Existing  Pct of Existing
likelihood of same Unsold Parcels Sold Parcels with
treatment with Changes Changes
OVERALL 0.000 ** | 0.7 3.7

1 Cass Twp N.A. 0.0 0.0
2 Center Twp 0.000 ** 0.7 16
3 Clinton Twp 0.134 0.2 1.3
4 Coolspring Twp 0.000 ** 0.3 23
5 Dewey Twp 0.377 2.7 1.1
6 Galena Twp N.A. 0.0 0.0
7 Hanna Twp 0.017 * 0.0 1.5
8 Hudson Twp 0.002 ** 0.3 24
9 Johnson Twp N.A. 0.0 0.0
10 Kankakee Twp 0.156 0.8 0.0
11 Lincoln Twp 0.298 0.8 1.6
12 Michigan Twp 0.000 ** 16 9.5
13 New Durham Twp 0.014 * 0.0 0.5
14 Noble Twp 0.582 0.3 0.0
15 Pleasant Twp 0.017 * 0.1 1.0
16 Prairie Twp N.A. 0.0 0.0
17 Scipio Twp 0.019 * 0.0 0.4
18 Springfield Twp 0.000 ** 5 0.0 11
19 Union Twp NA 0.0 0.0
20 Washington Twp 0.682 0.2 0.0
21 wills Twp N.A. 0.0 0.0

* Significant at 95% confidence level

** Significant at 99% confidence level, or higher

Increased
Likelihood of
Change if Sold

429%

N.M.
129%
550%
667%
-59%

N.M.

N.M.
700%

N.M,

-100%
100%
494%

N.M.

-100%
900%

N.M.

N.M.

N.M.

N.M.

-100%

N.M.




STATE OF INDIANA

DEPARTMENT OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT FINANCE
PHONE (317) 232-3777
FAX (317) 232-8779

INDIANA GOVERNMENT CENTER NORTH
100 NORTH SENATE AVENUE N1058(B)
INDIANAPOLIS, IN 46204

Notice of Public Meeting
Department of Local Government Finance

The Indiana Department of Local Government Finance (“Department”) will conduct a public meeting
pursuant to the Department’s authority in Indiana Code section 6-1.1-35-1 to ensure “that all property
assessments are made in the manner provided by law”; and Indiana Code section 6-1 .1-4-31, which
requires the Department to “periodically check the conduct of...work required to be performed by local
officials under 50 IAC 21 [annual adjustment or “trending” rule]...and... other property assessment
activities in the county, as determined by the department.”

The public meeting will take place on Thursday, March 6, 2008 at 5:00pm (LaPorte time), at the
LaPorte County Complex, 809 State Street, LaPorte, Indiana 46350, in the County Commissioner’s
rooms #2 and #3. The purpose of this public meeting is to discuss the accuracy, uniformity, and
equity of the assessment of real property in LaPorte County for 2006-pay-2007; with a particular _
emphasis on the sales-assessment ratio study conducted by analyst Robert C. Denne.

The order of the March 6th meeting will occur as follows:

. Department introductions (3 minutes)

Department overview (15 minutes)

. Presentation by LaPorte County Assessor or representative (15 minutes)
Presentation by Robert C. Denne/W illiam H. Wendt or representative (15 minutes)
Rebuttal by LaPorte County Assessor or representative (10 minutes)

. Surrebuttal by Robert C. Denne/William H. Wendt or representative (10 minutes)

N p W e

Comments from any elected LaPorte County or township officials in attendance (each limited to
10 minutes)

8. Comments from members of the General Public (limited to LaPorte County residents or
real property taxpayers of county)(each limited to 3 minutes)

For more information about this public meeting and the subject matter to be discussed, LaPorte
County Assessed Value Analysis, please visit www.in.gov/dlgf/rates/reports.html

Signed thiséﬁ_ “day of February, 2008.

Cheryl A.W. Musgrave, Conmmissioner
Department of Local Government Finance
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Comments from any elected LaPorte County or township officials in attendance (each limited to
10 minutes)
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